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Dear Dave, 

I'm rereading Briggs' 4/17, 

I don't ’fhink you can tell Brigs this is you agree, /^ut 
Kurtz is just ^lain s caring him on criticism. There is a pre- 
judice against the subject but I think any other basis for 
criticism that Kujltz adds is either from his imagination or 
for a special purpose, particularly his imagined one, that 
the media thinks of me as he does. That is f alse. No basis 
at all for it. As I think I said earlier, some papers, like 
the NYTimes have given me some good stories, half-^iage e^ch. 

Addressing, agai^, "honest, serious if flawed scholarship" 
that is more /ead to criticism and as I said eearler, 

that is not the way of authetic scholzrship or of scholarly 
publishing* 

On the Kurtz irrelevancy, if correct, Willies * alleged 
"reliability* " .if he is accurate in what you quote, thefe is 
no reason to prli r v r that reviewers, for which ^let us hope, 
will have the 26 and will read his testimony. And then have 
enough knowledge to evaluate his testimony/. About which I do 
not recall what Kurtz says. We'll ge back to this with Kurtz. 
However, Briggs considers it a "key point , " which means handle 
it gently. 

I do not remember what you wrote about that tree, bulj/the 
facj^ is that not only in the Warren Report was it essential, it 
is in any consideration of Oswqld as the assassin. But in terms 
of the importance in the Z film, if it is not important, a huf 

j?jp * ° 

good £iece to throw to the pig- If you do not nrrd iJr.But not in 
any way to diminish Willis. 

As I said before, I do not recall qny justification! for 
"categorical statements 1 " of fact that, i^actuality, ' remain 
as disputes." You should have* £ special cases because there x 
is much that the nuts dispute that is not legitimately in an 
real dispute. 1*11 gef to what Kurtz wrote. 

What Briggs says about the SBT seems to be reasonable and 
unless jflthere is something | do not know, I'd go foijhijA "explain to 
the rewders" belief. There is nothing taxi that is much more 
important that the SBT in the WCReport. Without it, no Repotd 
that says single-assassin. 
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On Interrnet, which we have discusaed^vou pught say, /you 
aaid to m«, thattLt is mostly nutty, imaginr?, f«l*e a ntf ignorant, 
but it is not all that way. Op you can make a refere^e to that 
4s not inaccurate? Like a caution against it for nonexperts? 

On Kurtz, as I have said earlier, I think the way to overcome 
his prejudice against m£ and the unscholarly idea that thosejwho 
did not do it, perhaps including those who are actually whatyou 
concsider nuts, be given credit for what I alone^did, ft to 
induce a briefer statement in your bibliography sources. pYou 
might add to. what I suggested earlier your estimate of the amount 
of info. I sent you and how much on the tffoik lawsuits. There^ 
will not likely be any satisfying kurlz on this or of his be£ing 
ho nest or reasonable, but perhaps Briggs night agree. I think^ 
that witfi him perhaps the most influential argument will be th^t it 
is the opposite of Scholarship. I'll include the Hood letter if I 
did not send it earlier. "Aa | entire second paragraph or jus^t the 
"unparralled in the word” evaluation/ 'Jhey have seen and used, they 
now have almost all of it, their students have used if for several 
decades, and Kurtz does not know a thing about it or about me or 
my work except thar he does not like me and elsewhere made untrue 
criticisms. Quote Lesar review. Livingstone in particular 
is ^irrational, as Kurtx does not know, /and what he has done 
to and with Che medical evidence is questionable. It added 
nothing to my knowledge of the fact and it left questions scjwhen 
I read what h£ wrote I did not listen to the tapes, which I had 
£and are included in my archive • He has threatened people in|the 
most represehensible ways, and I have a file on this I have marked 
confidential because of the personal information he was misusing, 
and three -tJiinJSes I have told him not to retr^n, but I had ^give 
in the first -two times because I feared what he might do if jEdid 
not. He had a policemen* working with him in his spade time and 
without any question at all, he stole from me. He even pretended, 
in Dallas, that he was part of a new official investigation and he 
had done many ethical if not legal wrongs. I will provide details 
if necessary but I think it is safe to say that his considerable 
effort with the medical evidence has been hQpful to those who 
lack full knowledge of the disclosed official medical evidence 
and t© tjp'fe who theorize instead of researchings but they do not 
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add materially to what is known about the assassination f act ? 
Livingstone has written extensively abput the Zapruder film 

and your book is abput that/, not about the medical evidence 
amd Kurtz does not mention what could be appropriate and he does 
not. Which is just a3 well because that is both irresponsible and 
irrational. As well as false. 

In t/\is part of his commentary Kurtlf reveals his lack o 

(jJ O 

knowledge of the basic disclpsed official evidence. I have read 
both Aguilar and Mantik from the first and where what they said 
[Ajfhat can be trusted they add different detail bit not to whaTwas 
known and disclosed and of which they make no menetion and pvhich 

Kurtz appears to be <*aignorant. 

A^ay of Clay, a fine day! 

In the back of my mind all day and talked a bit with Clay 
about it. I think that despite what kind of an ignorant and evil 
skunk Kraft is it is important to not alienate or anger Briggs 
while still doing what you think is right iand, if necessary, 
compromising. 

I saw the back of my 1967 Photo WW and the excerpts from what 
the press said of me and my books and it is quite unlike what 
Kraft made up and I do think you should include that in what you 
say. together iwhh the fact that it was a very conservative news- 
paper owner who made it possible for me to get WW and WWII p 
pronted, with^predit yet! Bill Loeb, of the Manchester Union ^Leader , 
who not only that but established a friendly relationship. He'd 
phone me from bis vacations to see how I was making out and if his 
secretary had not goofed and forgetten to send WW to Regnery, 
Reg^er^h^d agreed to publish it without even seeing it! As 

k>ottr~&s son-in-law and^JteSHT~Loeb told me. If I find it I'll 

enclose the back cover of PW tha7; I copied for you. 

That tree cannot be ignored in a book about the Z film because that 
tree was ^central in the Commission's "solution and for that 
it was and is a real problem, whatever Ji-urtz may tlvink. 

This is out of place but when I read K. I made some notes and I 

do ni>t want to risk forgetting. He talks about 3 seconds being a 

snap with that rifle and that is b.s. That remains a tough shot 
for most people. What I have in NA! on the shooting of master^indicates 
the special problems with that Vifle and that the time taken by masters, 
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the very best shots in ^the country|indicates that. Simmons WG 
testimony. 46 f fames is a trifle less than 3 seconds. / 

4/22, 2:02 a/m. Jt gpt tp sleej? ^ate for me last night, afte^8 and 
after periods t of sleeplessness, with this on my mind. I -gb up 
a.llittle after 1. Aa part of your case that Kurtz is increaasingly 
intruding into your book and telling yoJ|tfhat to say and what not 
to <^say, I think it is important to make thcjlpoint tha^much is 

opinion in ^^FSif^areas where his opinion is not supported by 
any evidence he produces, especially when he scares you aboot 

r 

publuc reaction when there is no basis at all for it and much that 
is the exact opposite and on the Zapruder film, in which he tells 
^ w - me what frames to reproduce and seems not to be accurate in what 
he says is important, like t I^q alleged damage to the President’s 
face on the right side. Kurtz~^isays th^s is an important rason for 
including Frame (I think) 23(fT long had had a set of 

the black and White autopsy pictures and I have examined them 
several times. There is not even a tiny scratch on the face up to 
the eye level and the there* is wha^ may some brusising, skin not 
broken, and it may also be shadow, with no bruising. But in saying 

v| cv vp*u\? 

what pictures i should use in my book, that is still another 

extension of what a peer rev/.ew is and he is intruding into 

exclusive right, is^consultat ion with you, and^ ha3 introducec error 

in putting his prejudices in as fact. (This is not a book or^the 

damage to Kennedy. 5t is on the Zapruder film, not gore, and what 

1 L.*hosfh*r 

should be considered <>n terms or negatibe reaction is wg«?ger using 

that well -known and of-ptinlot/ picture still another time and in 

what many people keep is at least good tase and Kennedy people 

might take a harsher view. j-And~I~Tmve that- picture i hn „2 my &&k.) 

More on the made-up Kurtz statement that I an a special 

target of the pressif^and that is what it m£ans, and of othenrtbs, 

It came back to me as I in my mind reviewed the actualities , when 

I had to i see my doctor and Schweiker had asked me to spend that 

morning with him and hi3 assistant, who was later DA of Phila. ,he 

did not let me take a cab. He had Jhis assistant drive me lathers. 

(Church comnitteejsubcommittee . ) And when I had i? o go to the 

hospital, the man who headed the ©ella Abzug House Committee came 

up to /^Fr4derock to take me there so he coulg get ideas an 

what tkat committee should do, ^ho to question, etc. 
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In reading Kurtz again, and again toward the end of wha I Kurtz 
says, h says that"Wrone -Orsfrongly implies tha^StR§? h ?*Me^hers 
have written &has contruibuted in any significant way to a*ffs3 
assassination scholarship." I do not remember specifics in your bppk 
but T^yjrdT think that Kustz is referring to uses by some of the work 
of others. As best I can recall, what you use of me is my original, 
exclusively my work y and there is not a ^thing wrong with that and 
it is jScholarship, not propaganda. Not being honest because Kurtz does 
npt like me is not gibing to help the book and has ^better chance of 
damaging it, particularly i^ the reviewed has read my work.^In addition, 
&urtz here mixes up what you quote from me and what he refers to 



on exaggerate form as in general "assassination scholarship." 

In referring in glowing terms to what he r efers to as ilhaving 
"added immeasureapbly to our knowledge of the medical evidence. " 

anST 



Kurtz discloses his lask of knowledge fS of the established 
confirmed official record of the actul medical evidence, no^what he 
appears to Mjs/rhave read in books of theory. ^ 

All three argue against the Official story in one way ^another 
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ored official evidencerefutes 



and the official and disclosed and 

what Kurtz says./ Where what thos^efcfcBs^ have saifl can be taken as 
true, raid much o ^ it is and can be, it is not "new." It is no more 
that a rephrasing of wna^t w^p known and reported o^fi^Lally. 

It is wrong and I unscholarly to assume -4a t there was 

nothing useful or informative in the official records and that 
unconfirmed physical examination of the X -rays disclosed to 
Mantik what was not known until he made his densola^y measurment, 
confirmation of wh ich I do not remenbei^hatjhe sought oro^fered. 

And Agpllar is making a big thing about the back of th gsiaa ^e/bing 
flowed out when it wasn't, and you will be presenting an unuse^/ and 
unknown picture taken after the fa^fel shot and shewing the lfback 
of the head wit/jOut an injury \nd with nm visible blood on it. Besides 
which tijo autopsy oicturcs that without Question were not and 
could not have been altered show it without an\^ Ijole. j/sp, once 
again, Kraft **jsesubotitutig his opinion for fact of which he has 
no knowledge does not help and again can hurf. 

If he believes that a peer review should inclua such opinions 
they they should not be without aupport especially kn areas in 
which his prejudice is unhidden and, as wo se e, in areas ir^which 
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your oversight, confess, as abibve, and then say tAat it was never 
based on Willis's testimony but goes back to his J 5 and Z202, 
back to 1'J66. 

It is based on tk±Q misrepresentation that Kurtz spends/the 
entire page all but 5 lines. Odd but I think not of scholarly intent^/. 

We've gon e over in this disconected hit-ormiss but where 

S o i+'rC-e-, I o 

he uses(Proden as a dependable sa^-rrrace.. I wrote a bijpk on his t/.tal 
undependabilty. He is a subject-matter ignoramus and Ae doctored 
picj/turea When Kur^z quoj-es or at least cites Willis testomoony. 
here he cites what Groden says was Willis’s testimony. 

Is ^Willis coocorrect? t’i.'hi^is ^£isr hastiness again, and/l 
think the answer you might want to consider is thaljin what yo^u 
attributed to him when - hKxxsxjT v v>hat he said i3 not the basis of 
what you wrote is that on what you attributed to hity he is >e 
correct, according to t^e Z film, ( which is what your bool$ is 
about., not what Willias said oris said to ^ve said, and that 
far from by him alone, witness what you have on the Aguilar urtz 



is so* 






high on. . & / ipd/Y , \ 

When Kurtz agaiN poontifivcsates he a«tn prates his lack of 
knowledge, about you revising because he says you say^ tjie^rejrfas 
no damage to the back of faea.d. Man, wiJl 346-7 gl fcr hife snitt 



Kurt^z goes for 



Briggs an answer. Which existed already in several forms but a 

:zfcukod nn art o£=&&& all the nmtty theori/d. 

Peer review language .u/lat he says that is not true aout what 
Kurtfcz ^oes to say that he hfia "an infallible memory." I do not 
recall ythat either o^ us said that. Kurtz made this up. He did 
not get i^frora my writing/. What Willis's unreliabiliy-y is is a 
mystery to and Kurtz offers only hi3 opinion wgich on Willis 
lacks value or relevance. 

Going on 4. I'm a bit keyed up but think I'd best try to 
take a nap after reading a bit into your # 14. 

But it is a shame thdrt it would be unwise for you to ..write 

tv p t t 

4^u about Kurtz and he rites about other. Oh, another tf ought I 

. ‘ <? • f 

had earlier is thatyou might cnsWder beginning by saying tha" 

UA jf A 

with,e^*t in his field oKurtz if a scholar and a much better taan 

average scholar to have risen to dean, but th$t does nbt makee 

him a real Kennedy assassination schoj/jar and in fact he is not. 

You do not wnwant to go into that, some of it will be apparent, and 
this means than on the JFK assassination he needs and lacks confirmation. 
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1 1 ve read your spurce notes (pp536ff ) and to the top of ^268. 

I think you should quote the top of that page, in full, and sayx 

that it proves that what Kurtz says about your dependence onkart 

he says is an unde-fpendable Willis when the one comment Kurt 

makes would have disqualified a mass of the Warren commission 

witnesses and a current one of whom he speaks very highly , A/suilar, 

£7vk 

and many others. Eiu pgacaac the firs: sentence. 



On page 540, correct note 75. 

I've read the notes. Ask that Kurtz be asked to provid^an 
honest different source for any of that. 

How that you have the wonderful tiding 'MFthat ^Glay has done, 
or in days will have, see how many mentions of willis for other 
than this or the taking of his pictures that I have. It wil^b e 
few and you can ^ite the mass and the weight of that consolidated 
index. 

1811 continue reading the chapter later. 

Frame 190'h^Thas not a thing to do with the tree. The 
sole commission use of the tree was related to an &13^ed ^Oswald 
shot from t:l»at ftsixth floor window. Suggent ti^at you add Zapruder 
on first shot before 210, WW pp 46-9. Kurtz corrupts what you 

actually said and you did not say what he says you did. 

* . ** / * 

Should preceded this: Kurtz &an't stop his misrepresentations 
of the Willises, noting that "it also~d45iSishould be pointed out 
that Willis's wife, Marilyn, also believed that the fatal sho ^ 
blasfted oiift (check what she actually said) the rear of JFK'S Jftwaas". 
As did A^guilqr and that long list in his writing only, which 
Kurtz knows and did not say. 

How is it "faulty reasoning" to say tj-\at a shot at ?90 
could not have been Oswald. Nobody in his right mind would trjfy to 
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aim and shoot through the dense foliage that tree had and especially 
with wind of 10 mph. His reascTn is spurious , "|The leaves of 
of the oak tree blocking the view opinion came from the reenact- 
ment” arid he adds the totally irrevelent that a different car was 
used for the limo! Therefore, the reenactment wa3 faulty. (',< He 
cites the irrelevant as proof. That was not, as h£ says, an 
Vi"oak tree." It was a " live oak 'and they are of dense foliage 
the year </round, not different in I'^ivember than they ate in Ma y/i? . 

With a wind blowing it makes no difference except that it 

c? 

is more irrational to to expect the foliage to remain as it 

A 

is «n sighting while the decision to sight, aim and shoot is 



being made. 

And in assessing the i film you are not bound to the official 
interpretation of it unlesi you are evaluating the officiall 
interpretation. There was nothing to lprevent a shot at 190 
from somewhere else and wi' while .14 doubt you will want to say 
it, bear in mind that there was no shot that day from that rifle, 
as the ignored official evidence that Kurtz had i| the Sims 
copies total 125,000, which 0} ftope not to fprget. 

Kurtz is again making up what he uses as proof of his incorrect 
claim, "We simply do not know if it were p-pssible for Oswald to 
fire a snot at 190. H With wind blowing at 10 mph, aside from 
firing then being more irrational, we do know that at 190 there^ 
was more foliage in the way than at 2l0 because there was moe of 
the tree blocking it. But in what jru have written, it is corect 
to address whether Oswald could have done it of if anyone else 
could have. Then,, "If Oswald or anyone else, fired (sic) ajsho^ 
alAoO, he would taave had sufficient time (46 frames) to fire 
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another (46 frames to fire another ^ot and strike Uonnally. 

Willis # 5, in short, does not deotrO^y the single bullet theory."" 
"Anyone else" doe3 not address the SBF, and not quite 3 seconds, 
which is what 56 frames is, is hardly enough time for onoyone other 
than an expert, professional shot to^TimxauiatxxB ejec^" the mempty 
shell , reload, sight and fire tAat rife when after its overhaul, 
as Simmons testifid, they, those masters, the best shots in 



the countrv, had difficulty and trouble from ih d^oing it. ^may 
have that in HA/ quoting his testimony. Bit even a good rifle 
in good condition it is not easy for anyone, particularly a duffer, 
which Oswald was, to do all of tat in 3 seconds, leave alon^be 
fantastically accurate in doing it. It is hard, not easy, so 
Kurtz is either spouting off when he has no knowledge or is eing 
fdishonest. Hor the |sBT applies to LHO only and nothing that Kurtz says 
applied to him. That he would in the Kurtz made-up scenario, have 
had to fire a fourth shot, as Kurtz knows and ifgnures, eliminates 
Oswald as the lone assassin, particularly, as Kurt^pdoes not 
say, when the best shoti in the nation, under |much improved condi- 
tions and wit f] the rifle overhauled, could not do what the WC 
attrivutes ti KHO, What Kurtx^ays, that W (llis 5, in shirt, 

does not ^Lstroy" the SBT is fiction, baseless, ignorance , 

S>. 

stupidity, dishonsty aor any combination of them* He is, at best, 
and it is worse, stretching and stretching far too much. 

"Wrone also does not make clear exactly what the sequennee 
shotsTcisPthe Za-J-ruder film reveals'* What direction was sho$t 
190?? Where fired from? strike JFK in throat and more. Thisjls 
the tj^erist ifn Kurtz and not necessary in the'^ook tf^rone has 
in mind, True also of "Where in Zapruder film is the shot that 
struck James Tague? Not part of tfvis book but part of Kurtz's 
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idea that the book is his book, not Krone's. Also reveals 
Kurtz's subject-matter ignorance, as in, "Did a dfragment fr<^m 
the head shot bounce off rfiand strike Tague? 5 (ilfalrapossib le) 

"vTtiere in the film w^as Taguo hit? (impossible to tell, he was not 
even awiire that he had been hit until others saw blood on his ^ace.) 

"Is there a jiggle to coincide wi^h lit?" A stupid question and 
not possible for the Z film to tell, if it belongs in throne's 
book, because it cannot be known which shot and when. 

And this crumbum next has "" Bxtrabeous Material " ! Followed 
by R eliability of Documentation . First is what doe3 not belong 

<rv\ 

under this heVfading f M I question the over enphasis -pci Weisberg. 

Numerous works that consider the Zapruder film are omitted 

entirely. " 'Considered'^ not relevant, did they report what I reported? 

did they repeat what I first said? Scholarship is clear thaywhat 

is to be cited is first. NcjS'on that "mention" business, most of 

those unnamed othe "works" are not accurate, are basically 

the authors presrjiSting themselves and considering themselveJas 

what not a single one is. Perry Mason returned. Most of those 

V . 

other works are inaccurate and what, t^en if they can be cited 
legitimately, which I doubt, they are not sources for real sch^olar- 
ship, which ignorant cpnjecturing on this subject is not, even 
when that aea^aconjecturing is dignified by calling it "theories." 

Dubious "mentions" are not appropriately part of a source citation 

O. 

when they are not and should not be sources. 

Nor would any s:rious scholar go to the ■‘■nternet, pjarTtiularly 
when 4jetj are not dependable ,afij£S®*>sources and are overloaded with 
assassination trash. By 6ub ject-matter ignoramuses. 

Repetitious Material "There are too i.amany scattered references 
to Weisberg throughout "ixisTthe ms." Then what is indecent, ignorant 
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unscholarly and iratended as a slur, "If t4^one has an irrestible 

urge to praise Weisberg and attack other researxhers, he should 

do it w©«once, not repeatedly." The re v al question here is who is 

your actual source and who else could properly have been and/or all 

his slurs and all his pretences not once does Kurtz give a single 

instrance where another person was &.the soucrce or where youput 

a 

anything in where it was inappropriate. He m^y be bitter about the 
fact that I brought to light most of what had cone to light but 
that or anything else like it is not what a peer review is supposed 
to be. And bearing on Kurtz's legitimacy on this, his book was 
published in 19H2. I had by then, as I now recall^ publishe^4even 
books. Nobody else did that, anything ay all like that, of anything 
like their content. I had by then filed and fought a dozen FOIA 
lawsuits as the result of which I had received, which also means had 
made public, a third of a million Ojapages^ Nobody else did that. I 
had led to the amending of FOIA to make F B10I, CIA and similar agency 
records accessible under jIFOIA. Nobody else in the field dicjthat. I 
made all the information I had available to all others in the fil^d, 
most of whom I disagree with, and notfbody else did-^taeethat. ftThere is 
also the content of my boolc/'and nobody else published most q <jj that. 



And in honest reporting citing what I did, which is not in itself 

> J! 



"an irrestible urger to praise" me, how <$acan it b honest or proper 
scholarship to cite others for what I did and I reported? This 
again gets to what is in Kurtz’s mind and it is not scholarship. 

I have cheeked his book and in his index, on page 291, for gill I did that 
nobody else did and for all I published that nobody else published, 
there* Kurtxz reveals his unscholarly and unfactual prejudice if a hh 
more serious desert description is not justifies He does not mention me 
or any of my work that is partly listed above on his page 291. This is 
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Kurtz's personal reflection of how scholarly his own bookfls. 






He does what I have never done, prtended hxx he lis Perry Madom 
returned and that he is not, I'd use# the JAKH review here. To the best o: 
my knowledge we have not been in $otouch with each other, I never had 
any interest in him or in that kin^ of writing, conjecturing, which 
i s not fact. Perhaps it is that I debu~nked so Jfcnuch of the^gnorant 
con j Gesturing that Kurtz developed his dislike of me, but it was 
not from any contact of any kind for we had none that I can recall. 

Ld. 

I tuink it is fair to say that despite his pretense, h?"is not 

a peer rveiwe. It is a personal indulgence and the misuse of a peer 

'y * * 

review to 3lur and belittle sojieone he dislikes and hides that 
controlling and indulged fact. 

Under an inappropriate intrusion into your book, not his, he has 

i 

Z Frah.es To be Reproduced in Book . In this he lists those frames he 

would have used if he had written the book vbut- they are not 

appropriate for the book you wrote. Your book is not about the JFK 

wounds nor is it about his reaction, but if it were this is a very 

poor couple of frames, to which I'll return. Nor is abouflthen 

^fnnnlly was and was not hit (flaltholgh in 1966 I published fijryjhat Kurtz 

now says about when Oonnally was hit)y. I think that Z#L2-4 is are 

inappropriate and can be criticized as indulging a display of gore. 

Not as Kurtz says it Z321 may be appropriate, if in proper context, 

J O , 

because that was the cause of a major controversy. I did not remeber 

U 

his listing of Z335 correctly. I have checked t^tT black and whit e 

' Ws / ~r u/ 

autopsy f il/photographs , which I have. |wo sho» the face and forehead 

from the leff, one from the right, one from the top, i and none 

shows any "damage to front of head." But, etoen though f published 

a big, fat hint in WWII, in ^§"”1966, Kurt jfcz , who presents hismelf 

as the scholar of scholars, did not do t^at and you will show what 
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he and die others he recommends as sourceii' for -vrtjg jwhat they 

did not do missed. It i3 definitive and clear. 

Kurtz's unwillingnes to stop thinking thvt he wrote the 

book or his determination to control what he am of what is published 

w 

is reflected again when under " Ohher Photographs "ho has tfo, 

"Wiillis it 5- Central tov^one's j^thesiojp/' which is false. =*203 

Z202 is what is oenteral, and that should be in, but only if # 

the version used includd/s the sprocket-hole material. He has 

"Altgens- Wrone claim it shows Oswald Standing in the front 

doorway." He intends this to put you down and although it can 

be argued that it is not necessary, I would do that and do Kurtz in 

with it and I think to Briggs. I cannot get at my copy of vh 

the print from the original Altgens negative but a '-print c^be 

gotten from AP pictures, the name of which I’, r e forgotten, in Rockefeller 

uendter, and ask t-ft-*, it be printed from the original ifcaegative. 

My copy is at hood and if Jerry is willing he can have a copy of it 

made for you. It is in the padkage of what was used to publish SE 

WWII. I have and will make copies for you bf the picture of lovelady 

in the doorway in the shirt his wafe described to me as I repijot at the 

end of the index to the firs"^ section of PW and I have a picdture of 

the shirt that is much clearer when Bob Richter, then a CBS=TV 

producer C5S£my suggestion, took Livelady's picture in that shirt. If 

g T 0 r,f 

flJerry is willing to go into that package, and JBi ask him when I can, 

I think you should use the sectional enlargements I had madejfrom it 

and the Oswald pictures I used. As soon as I can I'll get the copies 

of those pictures made for you, the doorway shot from the Martin 

(Dallas Cinema Associates) overexposed standard 8mm reel andthe 
Richter one. Whether or not you use all of it, and I suggestjthat you 
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do, it should impress Briggs and that Lovelady stuff has never 
been used. I wanted to in'^A! nit ffCiG- gfemoitted it and more.lt 



c c uld and it should create a sensation for you and your book, 

I leave it to you to formulate any comment or response on his 
final dirty crack but he is particularly vulnerable on them from 
what precededs . which is still another of his reflections of 
his subject-matter ignorance. 

Now I'll go back to reading y.,ur chapter atfter JI res^my 
aging and complaining eyes a bit. I think that despite my anxisety 
to get this to you as fast as possiblu, it will be better lijl delay 
reading and correcting until tomorrow and the mailing until Tuesday a.m. 
I'll cath^c more than than today\nd the typing is bad and I was inter— 
Vupted too much. 

I think that you should consider for yuur opening a statment 



him the dean of its graduate school^ but that does not make him a real 
scholar of the Kennedy assassination. Nor does his book, which 
added only invalid conjectures, which he said he eschewed b^_y.t 
did not. He also used the work of those he criticized as his own. 



that without doAbt Kurtz is q scholar and that his university 
mush have opinion of him and his scholarship to have made 



mush have 




and her" e I ' d use that Lwsar/ JAH review . Ev-./n if Briggs has it . 

Gotta go. Best, 




